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March 25, 2008

Chairman Kevin J. Martin ;
Federal Communications Commission : ‘
445 12th Street, SW

Washlngton DC 20554 . ;
In the Matter of Broadcast Localism (MB Docket No. 04-233)

Dear Chairman Martin,
I understand the FCC is considering a reexamination of our nation’s broadcast system in the pending
“localism” proceeding. I amswriting to:you on behalf of the Susan G. Komen Detroit Race for the
Cure®: to |nform you-of t:he-support we haveé received from Clear Channel Radio Detroit.

Thesmijssion of Susag G: Komengfor the Cure is to end breast cancer forever. By promotlng early
(det‘“"ctlon. a’nd\ helpmgr i |se-.1ftfimds for life-saving locahprograms as well as international research,
thisradio group yhas helpe}ﬁ? ‘tis fmove closer to our vision of a world without breast cancer.

Every spring, Clear Ghannel Radjo Detroit helps to promote the Komen Detroit Race for the Cure--
an e\;ent that brings tegether 30,000 people who werk hard to raise funds for our cause-- in 2007,
more than twe million dollarsl Each station in the metro Detroit Clear Channel cluster helps us reach

y@a@ographlss wltsh*breast eanee?‘hf‘oﬁﬁatlon encouraging women to take action: to follow
scre%nm! |deI|nes“for early detectl“cn to become ambassadors for good health within their own
comm un|t|es, to support féﬁmlléé Wwho are dealing with cancer and with loss, and to join together in
the R&ee for the 'Cure’”

One of the top-tier events:in the Susan G Komen Race for the Cure series of over 100 races,
Detroit’s Race df?awsqw Ebreasb«earggen survuvors and their families, as well as many who run or
walk in: memorygof a Io‘vledrone %ho dled from #his horrible disease. Twelve hundred volunteers 400
teams,and 100 sponsor,silend sy ppert‘L “This walk is full of hope. All who participate are ddmg so to

~helpjfind eqre for‘b?east 'canceﬁ kso “that it:woen’t continue to destroy the lives of thousands of
o omeniandien.: L |
R ?""‘ LR S b

‘- T Clear @ng ﬁi 'ikﬁadgq#zm' Datioitthasibeen ; la‘ keygBarlsneran»our fight against breast cancer. I hope you
i Tl mot policies @anditegtlations that-will allow. and ericourage Clear Channel — and other
broadeaster.s — to continuéto servé the publlc interest.
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0. 04-233
| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakm Atﬁ'u 312008
“‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. U0t s
i VRN I R U O

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. i

. |
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could faceincreased harassment, complaints afid even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowirg incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First,
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what vrewpomts a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. i

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
tights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids rmposrtron of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properiy dictated by any government agency ~ and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. }

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees wﬁbuld be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review.of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary tothe
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of P!Qﬁsed Rd g ‘l‘r:g (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. \“a\ |

L |

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendﬁent rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. ;
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advlce from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message dellvery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency —and
propdsals to force reporting.on_such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. r
4, The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
lu’tomatlcally barred.from routine renewal appllcatlon processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of appllcants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcastefs. Those who stay true to their consgienes and present only the messages they
correspond to their bellefs could face lohg, expensive and potentlally ruinous renewal proceedrngs

5) Many Christian. broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commiss_ion proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff, presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Rarsmg costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. !

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in respénseé fo the Localism Notice of Propose%&@hﬁ?i\ng (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

@) . The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, includingthe FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present,

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of spec:f ¢ editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to férce.reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constltut|onalIy-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC nust not éstablish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory speclal renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
gg[lglousmroadcasters Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they

vy et cmen

correspond tortheir beliefs ‘could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

5 Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight'budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks'— and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. ‘

We urge the FCC not: _’Eo adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments iﬁ?féSpohse‘- t6.the Localism Notice of Proposed'
Rulemaking (the “NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dacket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or pracedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radlo stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people whe do’not share their values. The’ NPRM s proposed advisory board proposals would

- impose suth inconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don’t-share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for.choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints

~ to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,

- from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

. (3) The FGC must not force revelation.of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming;- especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any

. government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constltutlonally-protected editorial choices.

(4)- The FCC-must-not establish-a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
tautcamatu.‘.alIy»ban'ed from routine renewal, application processmg “The-proposed-mandatory -
specnal renewal' review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
-amaunt to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and

. present-only-the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expenswe and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing-is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche-and smaller market broadcasters, by substantlally raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio locztion cho;ces Raising cests with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and
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MAR 317
FCC Mail Room
March 16, 2008 ’

The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12 Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
RE: MB Docket No. 04-233

I feel you are violating my First Amendment by your
proposals. I choose Christian Radio and don’t
enjoy secular broadcasting.

You would be coercing Christian broadcasters as

well as forcing service cutbacks and curtailing

service whose programming listeners as myself so
desperately need.

Sincerely,

oty Qoo

Kathy Simpson
8089 San@ Road
Shmyon §§§, ﬁ%“54235
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1 submit the following comments in response o the Localism Notice of Pmpose\g Wﬁmgm
“NPRM"), reléased .Ian 24, 2008, in MB Docket No, 04-233.

- Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment nghls A number of
praposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and miust not be adopted:

H The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
- people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. _ Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased- harassment, complainis and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First .
~ Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints & broadcaster
- particulary a religious broadcaster, must present. :

@ . The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and e'yeryone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster

" conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3 - The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially. religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
.- proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would infrude on
constitufionally-protected editorial choices. ?

|
4 . The FCC.must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
auhomatmlly ‘barred from routine renewal-application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coefcion of )
wrel‘glous broadcastérs. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messagés they
. correspond to'their beliefs could face long, expensive and: potenhally ruinous renewal proceedmgs

®) . Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular

stations. Keeping the-electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further ~

squéeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising.costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
- staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.

Rasilgg costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is oonhary to the
o pu interest.

We;.urga the FCC not fo adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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S l submltthe followmg comments |ﬁ Fééponsé i‘é”fﬁe Locallsm Notice of Proposed
(Rulemaklng (the “NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in ME Docket No. 04-233

Any new FCC rules, policies or pracedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

- people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those

" who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their;programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,

- from dlctatmg what viewpoints a broadcaster particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not fumn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects fo the message. The Fust Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any rellglon

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any

- government agency —and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4): The:FECimushnokestablish atwd-ticred réiewal | system i in which certain licensees would be

. automatlcally,bagredlﬁoml@;ﬁneiféne‘Wél ‘application processing. The proposed mandatory

+ special- renewaﬁsrevre‘w of ceftain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
-amount:to ceergxogy of:geligious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and

| presen.t;on ilyatt e<m,e_s:sages1they~correspdnd¢to’thelr beliefs could face'long, expensive and

potentially ruinous. renewal proceedlngs

-(6) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
' stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantlally raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
y studio location choices. Ral&s&mg cests with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and
s Ecurta Ied,serwceﬂls,ieentrary bthept ubhc terest
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o

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pr&osed\&ge%akl gnﬁﬂ\
“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. a\\&
oW

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rlg\k@ A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so ~ even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. !

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. "Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and_potentiaily ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public iriterest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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: | submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakmm«a \\
“NPRM") released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 0 a’

Any new FCC wules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A num%er of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~and-must not be addpted. ‘

1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRMts proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious ‘broadcasters who resistadvice from those wtio don't share their
values. could face increased- har;assment. compldints and even loss of license for choosrng to follow their own
consciences, rather- than allowrgg incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, includingithe FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a bmadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster must present.

I3

(2) The FCC must no tt‘um every radio station into a public forum where anyone and evewone has
nghts to airtime. Proposéd.publicaccess. requrrements woulddé'so —evenifa rehgrous broadcaster
.conscientiously objects to the message. The Frrst Amendment fOfbldS imposition of message dehvery
mandates on any'religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specrﬁc editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properiy dictated by any governmerit agency — and
proposals to force teporting on such things as;whe producédiwhat pregrams would intrude on.
constitutionally-protected edltonal choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-trered renewal system in which certain licensegs would be
automatncally;barred from routing- renewal application processing. The proposed-mandatory special renewal
] T L

review:of certain. classeslof app}ymnts{by thé :Commissioners themselves would amount to coercjon of
rellguous bmadcas“ﬁ% T;h_ose who{stayttrueﬁto thelraconsmencesfand present only the messages they
corresporid.to theirbeliefs oould face long, expenswe and pc:ientlally fuindus renewal proceedmgs

{5) -Many: Ghristian broadeasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
statrons Ké‘”“epmg@,theiel’" triputy?ﬂowmg is offen:a.challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
' squeeze nlche ‘and’ sma;,ler"mar&ket broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in twe .ways: (a) by requiring
‘staff presenee whenever a-§tation is qn the alr;tandt {b) by furtherfrestnctmg mam«studle location choicés.
Rarsmg costs;with these proposals would foreeﬂsemee cutbacks ~ and curtailed service is contrary to the
K ‘pub’lic interest. \

We\urge the Fec notatma,dépt;;;jjecs, p;m'cedqresgérapelicies d,iscu'ssg'd above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed th‘é\ v N
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket-No. 04-233. & on

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A num &@W
proposals distussed if the. NPRM ‘if-enacted; would do so — and:mdst not be adopted.

1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advrce from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed-advisory board proposals would i impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those.who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, conmiplaipts and.even loss of license for choosrng to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible vrewpornts to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not tumn every radjo station into a public forum where anyone and-everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requwements would do so -evenif a religious broadcaster
oonscrentrously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message deljvery
mandates -orn:any- relrgron

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specrﬁc edrtonal decision-making information. The choice
of programmrng, aspacially religious. programmlnbg, is not properly dictated-by any: govamment agency — and
propoesals-to; foreetfegortrng@ntsiﬁch things.aswho- produced what programs would intrude on
oonstltutlonaIly-pratectedfedrtenal'chorces

4) The FCC must not establish a twgitiered renewal ‘system in which certain licensees would be
‘automatically-barred from roeutine renewal appheatron proeessing. ' The propgsed mandatory special renewal
rewew of ceriain classes of applicants iby the Conimissioniers themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters Those who stdy true to their corisciences and present only the messages: they
correspénd. t@mthell' beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal procesdings.

5) Many Christian: broadeasters,ope‘;;ateton trght budggts as do many smaller market secular
statiens. Keepmg the. electncrtﬁﬂéwmg‘hs oﬂen»afél'\alléhg‘e ‘Yrent,‘-the Commission proposes to further
sgueeze niche«andzsmallerﬂmarkettbroadwsters*"by,f.«substantlally raising costs in two.ways: (a) b)J requiring
staffqpresencetwhenever a,statron is o’itﬁe au:?and -(b) by flrther restricting main studio location éhmces
arsrng costs; wrthtthgse pmpesalsrwould foree,rsem'iee,cutbacks and curtailed service is oentrary to the

’%bhc‘mterest’

We urgerthe FCC notttoxadopt r"&les proceduresmr policies-discussed.above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Locahsm Nolice of Proposed Rulemﬂgﬁ'}g (thefb ‘Q'
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dockef:N:104:233: ¢ ?\o
'b\\

Any new FCC rules, policies oy proc;edures must not v:olatetFlrst Amendment rights. A nﬁmber c&@
proposals discussed in the:NPRM, if enacted -would do s6 - anﬂ rdstnot-be addpted.

(1) The FGC must not force radio stations, espectally religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed! advnsory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Rehgnoustbroadwstersvwho resst advice-from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, compldints-and even loss of license for choosmg fo follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints'to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadeaster, must present

@) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadester
conscientiously objects to the message. The-First Amendment forblds imposition of message dehvery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming; is not properly dictated by any government agency— and
p‘ropesals to force reporting on such things as-whe:produced what programs would intrude on
oonshtutlonally-protected editoridl choices.

) The FCC-must not establish a two-tlered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatlcally barred from routine:renewal applmtlon processing. The proposad mandatory spec;al renewal
réview of certain.classes of applicants by the: Commlssloners themselves would amount to coercion of
rehglous broadcastérs. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only.the messageslthey
correspond to their beliefs could fface long, éxpensive and potentially ruinous renewal prooeedmgs

5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets as do many smaller market secular
statuons Keeping'the: electncnty@ﬂowmgns often amehallenge ‘Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squee;e niche and:smaller market broadcasters, by substantlally raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence«whenevar a station is on'the air and (b) by further restricting ;nam studio location choices.
Réi‘s:ing}eosts with.these proposdls; would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is oontrary to the

: pubhcnmterest

We;urge-the Eccs'riat to:adept nﬁleg,-'pmcedures'orfpoliciesxdiScugsed above.

WW\ /4 9.003

Date

403 7M. Am@,&r

1 5I—\¢\ ron JA @f‘o.*fs tael * Address ﬂ;yﬂd:g,{me ?’7 L2211 ggb

Name

(a19) 131-2513

_ Phone

5 (|f¢'aﬁ’y)

ﬂ: ™
ac Bd.  Teded aa il 'I

O arm‘ txgng( arg‘

;; :
ML

—‘;(‘."‘< .

L9
.;Tswﬁr
*




COmmgﬁm‘nn,R \s onaelto IrocalismINOLic y { : | - S
MB Docket No. 04-233 ' \&Q {

| submit the following comiments in responge to thé Localism Nohce of Proposed Rulemakurg%@ae ” l‘ \

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Q‘b

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A numbé$ @'&
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~and must not be adopted. ‘ OO
(1) The FGC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

people who do not share their values. The.NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would i mpose such
unconstitutional mandates. Raligious broadeasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face incresised harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choesmg fo follpw their own
consciences,.rather than-allowing mcompatlble viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
parhcularly a religious broadcaster, must present. :

(7)) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
xights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The Fust Amendment forbids imposition of message dehvery
mandates ont-any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specnﬁc editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is notproperly dictated by any government agency - and
pmposals to forceraporting on such things as'who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatlcally barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory speblal renewal
view of certain. classes of applmnts by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercnon of
rehglous broadcasfers. Those who stay truéo their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedlngs

(5) Many Ghristian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stitions. Keeping the electnclty'”ﬂewmg is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further

squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staffr presence.whenever-a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Rq;smg;eostsemth these-proposalswould foree service cutbacks —and curtailed service is oontrdry to the

spublic; lﬁ’ferest

bt

Wae:urgeithe FCC ot to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the;l:ecalism Notice of Proposed R%emak the ,&\?‘
*NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 0

Any new FCC rules, policies or procadures must not violate-First Amendment rights. A nurffber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM,; if-enacted; wouild do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) “The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory, board: proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Rellgrous broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't sharé their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosmg to follow their own
gonsciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoinits a broadcaster,
particularly a réligious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
nghts to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscrentlously objécts‘to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message dellvery
mandates on any religion. _ ~

,(3) The FCC must not force revelahon of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
qf programming, especrally religious pragramming, is not properly dictated by any govemnment agency -and
proposals to forcerreporl;QQ on, such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
ccnstltutlenally,,protected"edrtonal choices.

@ The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees \A{OUld be
l‘,automatuaally barredifrom routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory specpal renewal
ergwew of certain classes of«apphnnts by the:Commissioners themselves weuld amount to coercion of
relig o“us,.breadeasters' Those who stay true fo their consciences-and present only the messagesEhey

correspond toitheir beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceeding:

wa

B (5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller. market secular
stahons Keeprng}tl‘ge,ie!ectncrty ﬂewmg is often a challenge. Yet, e Commission proposes to further
‘s,queezeiniche andasmallen market broadcasters, by substantially. rarsrng cosls in two ways: (a) b)) requiring
sta’ffH 'resencéiwhenever a; statuon rsrongthe air and (b) by further restricting. main studio location éhorces

_;*.R! ais cosls&‘nth these 50 pmposals wculdx force: service cutbacks ~ and curtailed service is contrary to the

CpuRloieest

4, »

) L\Neﬁurgeﬂhe FCC rigtto-adopt rules. proceduresror palicies discussdd-above.
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| submit the following comments in'response to the Locahsm Notice of Proposed‘l&rlema&% (th RN
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB DockétNo. 04-233."

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A mf(ncﬂer of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, rfenacted ‘would do so - and‘ ust not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio statrons, especially religious broadcasters, to take adyice from

people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals weuld impose such

unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadeasters who resist advice from thosé who-don’t share their

values could face increased harassment, complamts and even loss, of license for choosmg to fol{ow their own .
consciences, rather than allewing moompatlble viewpoints to shape their programming; The Fust p

Amendment prohibits government, mcludmgithe FCC, from dictating what viewpoinis a broadcaster, :

particularly a rellgrous broadecaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tumn every radio station into a public forum where anyohe and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access: nequlrements would do S0 - even’if aeligious broadwster
conscientiously objects to the message. The Fust Amendment forbids imposition of'message dehvery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of spemﬁc editorial decision-making information. 'The choice
of programming, especrally relrglous pregramming, is:not properly dictated by any government agency ~and
pmposals to feroe’re C rlmg ontsuch things &s who- produced what programs-would intrude 6n |
constltutlonally-protected editorial-choices. - 1

4) The FCC must not establish a to-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be !
automatlcally barred frpm routine reneWaI application.processing. The proposed miandatory spemal renewal i
review of certain classés of appllcamts,gby the Commissioners themselyes would! famount to coercion of

rehg;ous bmanastem - Fhose who. stay trueito their oonscrenees and present only tne messages they

correspond toitheirbeliefs oeuld face Iong,:expensive and potentrally ruinous renewal proeeedmgs

(5) Many Chqstran broadmsters operate on tightbudgets, as do many smaller’ market secular
stations. Keepmgathe'relectncntjﬂowrngus oﬁen a challenge. " Yet, the Commission: proposes to further
squeeze. niche*andusmalleru market: broadwsters. by substantlally raising costs in‘two ways: (a) b‘y requiring
stafﬁpre’sencexwhene,v ,asstatron is- onjthe,alr, and;«(b)by:further restricting main studio, location choices.,

Rarsmgmstsiwrthﬁb»e 6 pioposals wellddfores. servree}cutbacks and'curtiled servics: m&oontrary to'the
. 4publlca|nterest o

&

Wa:urgéthe ECC not.to adopt riiles, gm‘ce,dg‘r,esqr polities.djscussed-above. |
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| submit the following comments in response to the Locallsm Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng (the OO

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~ and must-not be adepted.

n The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advn\ce from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory: board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who, don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for: choosmg fo foll w their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their- ‘programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcas;er,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. 1

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where :anyone and-evefyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do.so — evenvif a religious bréadeaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message dellvery
mandates on any religion. N

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specrﬁc editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especually religious programming, is not‘properly dictated by any government agency — —and
proposals to force: reportiig-en stch things as who produced what programs would intrude on ‘
o‘onstltutlonally-protected editorial choices. ;

“) The FCC must notigstablish a lwo-tlered renewal system in which certain licensees V\{Ollld be
automatueally barred from: routnne renewal appheatlon processing. The proposed mandatory-specjal renewal
revnew of: certam classesof ap%wnts{by the(Co‘r_gmissmners,lthemsﬂelves would amount to'coercion of
rehglous broa i«?caster& Those wno"istayﬂtrue to;th@r{consmences and preserg, tiéonly the messagesthey
eorrespondPtoﬂheur behefsmuldnfaee fong, expensuve and potentlally ruinous renewal proceedmgs

5) Many. Christian: broad%aasters ope,ratg,mr@ght budgets, as do many smaller market secular
s}aﬁons Keepmg the»electncuty{ﬂown juis oftely 1a°§ehal|enge ‘Yet, the Commission proposes to ﬁ‘:rther
squeeze. mche*and*smaller market ‘_adcasters;sby»sgubstantlally raising costs intwo. ways: (a) by requiring
staﬁﬁpresence wheriever ajstahon istonsthe.air. and,«{(b) by'further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising oosts with. theseﬂpmpesalswweuld forcéisenvicecutbacks ~.and curtailed service is contrary to the
pu"f’c inferest.

WeAurge the FCC notitm :{o] I?Ies, pr;o‘geduﬁg :ga‘ﬁfp‘g )dlscussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ruler@ﬁkrng (@o
“NPRM?"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. -

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate ;Fr[st Amendment rights. A numbe (,(60
‘proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do-so — and-must'net be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially rellgrous broadcasters, to take advrce from
péaople who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed-advisory board proposals would rmpose such

unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosrng to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible. viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits governmetit, mclugmg the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a:broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must:present.

73} The FCC must not turn every radig station into a public-forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to.air time. Proposed.public access reerements would diys6 — even.if a relrgreus broadcaster,
conserentrously objects to the message. TheFirst Amendment forbrdsgrmposrtron .of méssage dellvery

mandates on any religion. ~

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly- dictated by any government agency — and
propesals to force raporting on such things as-who produced what programs-would inttude on
eonstrtutronally-protected editorial choices. -

@) The FCC must:not establish a two-trered renewalsystem-in which certain licensees would be
automatrcally barred fpom routine renewal applrcatron processing. The! propesed mandatory specral renewal
review of cerlain.classes of_apphmnts by thie:Commissioners themseélves would amount to coercrOn of

rehg ous 1broaa?:“as,,tkbers Those who stay; true 10 their consciences and present only the messages they
cor’respondfto‘therr;behefs*eould*faee léng, expensrve:and potentlally, ruifious renewal proceedings.

5) ) ManyAChnstran brogideasters operate on-tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
sta*irons Keepm Mgcg'rcrtﬁowmg}rs oﬁen a‘challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeezernrche'ﬁiand saller market broad(asters, by substantially raising costs in two wiys: (a) by requiring
slaffipreséncé) whene, er.a station is on the air and, (b) byrfurlher restnctmg main.studio’location choices.
Rarsrng cests with, {hesefpmposa|s ‘would foree service cutbacks — and éurtailed service is contrary to the

, rpublrc intérest:

We urge the FECiniot to:adopt rules pmcedures»or policies discussed-above.
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| submit the following comments in response o the Localism Notice of Proposed Rule@%mg {@ Q‘O
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. "§~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A numb%ﬁp
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so —and must not be adqpted.

M The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadeasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

@) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do se — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates ort any religion.

. (3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice

of programming, espacially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to farce reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. ‘

“4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their.consciences-and present only the messages, they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Chyristian broadcasters opgrate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. KeepmgA the- electncnty ﬂowmg isoftena challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
Squeeze niché: and@mallenmarket broadcasters. by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff‘presenceiwhem‘ever arstation-is orjithesaif.and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Rdising ‘stsawnthjstheseupmposalsvwoﬂ” d forés service cutbatks < and curtailed service is oontrary to the

public interast

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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TO: The Secretary, Federal Communications Commission ) Af )
12" Street NW. WAR
Washington, DC 20554  Attn: Chief, Media Bureau 31 Rou !

Comments/ Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM")’released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from
dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.
(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.
(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.
(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.
(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two
ways:

(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and,

(b) by further restricting main studio location choices.

Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is
contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of PW\
Rulemaking (the “NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. (,Cp

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and
curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

2 S — 20 08

Date

Signature
ame Addressi;; Wﬂx Z 2
G o= -5¢3—377.§/
{]§ ) ,mggg Phone
Title (if any)

Organization {if any)




Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulamakili-lg (the
“‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng (the

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. =

~ Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. ‘A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to airtime. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| | submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposecﬁ@é}rm' e
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. m’““n

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

|

‘ (1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

| people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

‘ particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.
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(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster .
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery |
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

| (5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RuleaékifdaeRuuim
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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